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DETAILED ACTION 

Priority 

1 . Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 9(a)-(d), which 
papers have been placed of record in the file. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

3. Claims 1 , 2, and 64-66 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102 (b) as being anticipated 
by MacDonald et al. (US Patent 5776170). 

Concerning Claims 1 and 2, MacDonald et al. discloses a pulse generating unit 
connectable to two electrodes able to provide a series of electrical pulses to a patient's 
body (Abstract). The pulse generating unit outputs positive and negative polarity pulses 
in series, each pulse width being around 10 microseconds and having a temporal 
spacing in between pulses (Column 3, Lines 60-67). 

Concerning claims 64-66, MacDonald et al. discloses two electrodes connectable 
to a pulse generating unit that produces an analgesic effect by reducing pain via the 
central nervous system leaving the peripheral nervous system mildly affected or not at 
all (Abstract). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

6. Claims 45-63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
MacDonald et al. (US Patent 5776170). 

Concerning claim 45, MacDonald et al. discloses an impulse width of 10 
microseconds (column 3 line 60). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to pick a value of impulse width around the value of 
10 microseconds and get the same therapeutic quality based upon MPEP 2131 .03 : 
"[Anticipation under § 102 can be found only when the reference discloses 
exactly what is claimed and that where there are differences between the 
reference disclosure and the claim, the rejection must be based on § 103 which 
takes differences into account." Titanium Metals Corp. v. Banner, 778 F.2d 775, 
227 USPQ 773 (Fed. Cir. 1985) (Claims to titanium (Ti) alloy with 0.8% nickel (Ni) 
and 0.3% molybdenum (Mo) were not anticipated by, although they were held 
obvious over, a graph in a Russian article on Ti-Mo-Ni alloys in which the graph 
contained an actual data point corresponding to a Ti alloy containing 0.25% Mo 
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and 0.75% Ni.). 

Concerning claims 46-51, MacDonald et al. discloses a spacing of 4 
microseconds or more between impulses (column 3, line 61). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
MacDonald to use 4 or 6 or 10 or 20 microseconds of spacing between impulses. It 
would have further been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
that a temporal space is inherent between a plurality of contiguous impulses, a majority 
of impulses, and all impulses. 

Concerning claims 52-54, MacDonald discloses a square wave in a circuit whose 
pulse width is set by a variable resistor (Column 4, lines 39-42). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the circuit 
of MacDonald et al. to produce an impulse with an asymmetric shape or a peak 
magnitude of 30% or 5% or 1 % of the pulse width depending on desired exposure of 
voltage of an impulse to a patient. It would have further been obvious to have a peak 
magnitude that is 70% of the pulse width to increase desired exposure of voltage to 
patient. The manipulation of a circuit is obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention. 

Concerning claims 55-57, MacDonald et al. discloses an amplitude of 180V or 
more and an amplitude of 450V to 1 kV (Claims 2 and 3 in MacDonald et. al.). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the inventions to use voltage 
range from 1 50V to 250V or 50V to 450V for amplitude values for an electrode 
apparatus. It would further have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
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time of the inventions to use equal voltage values for the negative and positive 
amplitudes to reduce strain on the apparatus. 

Concerning claim 58, MacDonald discloses the use of temporal spacing in 
between impulses and series of pulses as seen in column 3, line 61 . It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention that during the 
spacing between impulses the output of the pulse generating unit remains at a level 
substantially equal to 0V. 

Concerning claims 59, MacDonald discloses the use of frequency greater than 
1 00 Hz and that typically the frequency of 1 50kHz is also usable (Claim 5 of MacDonald 
et al. and column 4, line 19; respectively). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a range of 100 Hz to 250 kHz or 1 kHz 
to 250 kHz or 1 to 5 kHz or 2 kHz to 3 kHz as applied to the use of the apparatus 
disclosed. 

Concerning claims 60-63, MacDonald et al. discloses a series of pulses 
consisting of impulses with a temporal spacing as discussed before (column 3, line 61). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to understand that a series of pulses can have third impulse spaced from the second 
impulse by a temporal spacing, and that a series of impulses are a series of intermittent 
pulses. It would further have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to use a ratio of time period of no impulse to time period of impulse in the 
range of 1 :3 to 1 :20 to determine the length of time electrical impulses are delivered to 
the body and the time period of no pulse occurs at least once in a second as lasts for at 
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least 0.5 millisecond. The obviousness of using the parameters discussed lies the 
inherency of use of a series of pulses and an electrode apparatus. 
7. Claims 67-70 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
MacDonald et al. in view of Effenhauser (US Patent 6032073). 

Concerning Claims 67-70, MacDonald et al. discloses a method of using two 
electrodes connected to a pulse generating unit that provide a series of positive and 
negative impulses and a maximum voltage of 450V (abstract and column 3, lines 59). 
MacDonald et al. does not disclose the use of iontophoresis electrodes with a 
medication for delivery to the body. Effenhauser discloses the use of iontophoresis 
electrodes to deliver medication to the body for a therapeutic effect (Column 1, Lines 
56-64). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify MacDonald et al. with iontophoresis electrodes as taught by 
Effenhauser. The power and variability in the pulse generating unit of MacDonald et al. 
could have enhanced the therapeutic effects of the device by providing simultaneous 
medication delivery. It would further have been obvious to utilize a 50 V amplitude 
during iontophoresis to reduce overdosing a patient. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to PRITESH PATEL whose telephone number is (571)270- 
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7025. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:30Am-5:00PM, 
every other Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gary Jackson can be reached on (571)272-4697. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

IP. P.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 4158 
10/1/2008 



/Gary Jackson/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 4158 



